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This study sought to determine if there is a difference
in the number of discipline referrals in schools where the
entire staff was trained and where selected individuals were
trained on the implementation of the Lee Canter's Assertive
Discipline Model.
Three null hypotheses were tested using the t-test for
independent samples. The analysis indicated that there was no
significant difference in the number of discipline referrals
coming from experienced and beginning teachers who were
trained on the assertive discipline model. Further, the
analysis indicated that there was no significant difference in
the number of discipline referrals coming from teachers
trained on the Lee Canter's Assertive Discipline Approach and
teachers who were not trained on this approach. Also, there
was no significant difference based on grade level targeted.
It is recommended that the study be replicated using larger
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Few things in this world are valued above the
importance of getting a good education. The chief measure
of what is really going on in the school is the academic
performance of the students. Therefore, every resource in
the academic setting should be contributing directly or
indirectly toward the major responsibility of the school-
student achievement. From parent to principal, from central
office and the community at large, all facets play a key
role in helping students bring about the desired level of
success in our nation's schools.
Many studies have been completed within the past three
decades which provide data to identify and characterize
effective schools and effective classrooms. Most studies of
effectiveness conclude that leadership as exhibited by the
principal is one of the main factors that makes the
difference. Yet, these same studies also conclude that
discipline is a contributing factor to student achievement
and school effectiveness (Joyce, B., & Showers, B., 1988).
Since 1969, Gallup Polls have surveyed the public's
attitudes toward public schools. In the annual polls which
are published each fall in the Phi Delta Kaopan. Journal of
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Phi Delta Kappan, National Society in Education (1990), lack
of discipline has consistently appeared at or near the top
until six years ago, when it achieved first place on the
public's list of problems in the schools. In the late 1980s
and early 1990s, findings of the Gallup Polls of the
public's attitudes toward the public schools, ranked the use
of drugs first and lack of discipline, second.
Students realize that they are a part of the overall
school climate. As such, they expect to confront
misbehavior on the part of their peers and they anticipate
themselves indulging in some infractions, if only to
maintain status among their peers. As a result, they expect
the teacher to respond to misconduct. Students expect
teachers not only to teach classes but also to manage them,
or more properly, manage the learning environment in order
that learning can go on. The skill the teacher uses for
this purpose is called classroom management. Included
within the realm of this definition is classroom routines,
prevention of misbehavior, and correction of behavior
problems. Both teachers and administrators agree that
discipline is one of the most serious problems faced by
teachers, particularly inexperienced teachers.
Review of the key studies on effective schools
indicates that the principal as instructional leader can
have a significant influence on the teacher's behavior if
there is opportunity to instruct or demonstrate the desired
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behavior for effective classroom instruction and classroom
management. One function of a principal is to engage in
staff development which is usually accomplished through
inservice presented by the school system. Harris (1989)
concluded that the effective principal generally values
staff development activities as a means whereby they might
fulfill their role as instructional leader more adequately.
Orlrich (1989), reports that the best of intentions, the
highest of standards, and the most conclusive research data
will not become classroom practice if teachers do not have
the opportunity to learn about and experience new knowledge
and skills. One-day, isolated workshops are not as
effective as long-term staff development efforts. It is
believed that a good staff development program places
primary emphasis on training in the areas of teacher
competency skills, such as teacher-pupil interaction
(classroom management) (Wood, 1989).
Classroom management is one of the most difficult
aspects of public school teaching. It is an aspect that
causes many teachers great concern and one in which many
teachers frequently need help. Preservice training programs
barely scratch the surface of teaching, and therefore staff
development training is essential to help teachers develop
classroom management skills and understand about discipline.
A number of models and approaches to discipline are
used in schools today. Among models that have been
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recommended by authorities are: training based on behavior
modification, psychodynamics, group dynamics, personal-
social growth and diagnostic models. All of these models
have been both effective and ineffective in their use with
student discipline. Yet, each model concludes that when
behavioral problems do arise, remedial, nonpunitive measures
should be tried to correct those problems. Therefore, it is
the effective instructional leader's responsibility to not
only provide staff development for teachers, but help
teachers to understand that the object of all discipline is
the development of self-discipline on the part of the
learner (Glickman, 1989).
ActLve school systems make available to teachers a wide
variety of opportunities for improving themselves, both
professionally and personally. The goal of staff
development education is the continuous professional
development of the teachers, which in turn will enhance the
achievement of the learners.
Planning for staff development begins with an
assessment of needs as perceived by both the principal and
teachers. Staff development activities are sponsored by
individual schools, the central office, intermediate units,
schools and departments of education, and teacher education
centers. Participants of staff development should evaluate
the contributions of the staff, instruction, facilities, and
their own accomplishments. They should be given the
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opportunity to express their satisfaction or dissatisfaction
with the activities, materials, procedures, and personnel.
Supervisors should conduct follow-up evaluations to see
whether teachers are using what they have learned in staff
development programs, and if the strategies learned have
made a difference in the students. Staff development
programs are designed to bring about improvement,
innovation, and change.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to investigate if there
is a difference in the number of discipline referrals in a
school where the total staff is trained and where selected
staff is trained in the implementation of the Lee Canter's
Assertive Discipline Model.
Background of the Problem
Families and schools are the two most important
institutions in the developing child's education. Although
the influence of the family comes earlier and is often more
profound, there is good reason to believe that the child's
subsequent experiences in school can modify or strengthen
the child's earlier acquired dispositions. Many schools do
not provide much constructive social experiences for their
students. Too often schools are structured so that students
are pitted against one another. They compete for the
6
teacher's attention, for grades, for status, and for the
attention of their peers.
In recent years, it has been increasingly recognized
that our schools have to change in basic ways if we are to
educate children so that they are for rather than against
one another; so that they develop the ability to resolve
their conflicts constructively rather than destructively; so
that they are prepared to live in our complex society
peacefully. This recognition has been expressed in a number
of interrelated movements: "cooperative learning,"
"conflict resolution," "peace education," and "assertive
discipline" (Johnson, Johnson, & Houlebec, 1989).
Although assertive discipline has many ancestors and
can be tracked back for at least two centuries, it is only
in this century that there has been development of a
theoretical base, systematic research and systematic
teaching procedures for assertive discipline. Students
today are more difficult to deal with than ever before.
They act out and defy authority in ways that students two
decades ago would never have dared. In many cases educators
cannot even turn to parents for help. Many parents are
either unable or unwilling to cooperate with the school in
disciplining their children. This leaves the teacher, in a
difficult position.
Assertive discipline is a comprehensive program
formulated to reverse behavior problems in the classroom
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from the moment the plan is implemented. The key to solving
discipline problems is consistency. The teacher must never
let up with their expectations and standards if positive
learning is to take place in the classroom. Students need
to know that every single time they misbehave they will be
provided with a consequence. Assertive discipline provides
a negative consequence while balancing the disciplinary
actions with positive support for students' commendable and
appropriate behavior. Students, though they may appear
aloof and disinterested, do like and need positive
reinforcement.
With the decline in test scores in the United States
and an increase in violence, there is a need to equip our
students with positive alternatives. Assertive discipline
is a positive approach that enhances a healthy learning
climate in the classroom for teacher and student. If our
students are to compete in our complex society, they must
first learn how to direct their negative behavior in a
positive way. Violence in our schools have reached an all
time high. There is not a day that passes that one cannot
read about the violent acts committed by students against
fellow students and teachers. Teachers should not give up
on children, but must provide a positive, constructive
formate to teach students how to handle conflict.
In more than a century, no fundamental changes have
been made in the way American teachers teach (Cuban, 1990).
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Furthermore, student achievement is unchanged from 20 years
ago, the Education Test Service (ETS) recently concluded
(Mullis et al., 1990). Perhaps most damning, ETS asserted
that the rhetoric of instructional innovation far surpasses
the reality of classroom change.
It appears that reformers have underestimated the
difficulty of achieving genuine changes in the ways teachers
teach (Sarason, 1990) . Reformers are aware that changes are
needed in the areas of constructive, goal-oriented learning
by students and discipline (Putnam et al., 1990). If
educators are to achieve a change in student achievement and
discipline, important changes in teaching practices will be
required. Everyone seems to want change, but the question
is how will these changes take place. Goldenberg and
Gallimore (1991) suggest that (1) the "new kinds of
teaching” required to implement reforms are described in
terms too general for teachers to use, and (2) even if these
new kinds of teaching were clearly defined, current staff
development practices are inadequate to effect meaningful
changes. Goldenberg and Gallimore (1991) further state that
the solution is to say goodbye to quick-fix workshops.
Instead, educators must create contexts in teachers' work
lives that assist and sustain meaningful changes. These
context should consist, preeminently, of engaging teachers
in rigorous examinations of teaching; the concrete
challenges and problems they face, the range of possible
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solutions, and most important, close examination of whether,
over time, there is progress in addressing these challenges.
Staff development, in other words, must be grounded in
the mundane but very real details of teachers' daily work
lives and in a form that provides the teacher with avenues
to provide positive learning in the classroom. It is this
framework of change that this study is investigating. It is
this researcher's belief that assertive discipline training
as perceived by teachers through staff development will
eliminate the discipline problems in their classrooms.
This study investigates if there is a difference in the
number of discipline referrals in a school where the total
staff is trained and where selected staff is trained in the
implementation of the Lee Canter's Assertive Discipline
Model. One major underlying question guiding this study
was: Will those educators who received the intense training
through staff development eliminate or reduce the discipline
problems in their classrooms?
Statement of the Problem
The problem investigated by this study developed from
the lack of information available on the effectiveness of
inservice training in the implementation of Lee Canter's
Assertive Discipline Model. In addition, it endeavored to
determine if selected demographic variables of the teachers
(assertive discipline training and discipline referrals)
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were significantly related to student behavior in the
classroom.
Operationally, the teacher's classroom management was
measured by the Lee Canter's Assertive Discipline Model.
Student discipline was measured by the number of
administrative referrals before and after training on the
Lee Canter's Assertive Discipline Model. This model was
used to determine the difference between the variables using
a 12-item questionnaire which used a Likert scaling
procedure. The survey was administered to participants in a
staff development training session.
Significance of the Study
The chief measures of what is really going on in the
school is the academic performance of the students. A
number of studies (Canter, 1979, 1987; Allen, 1983; Barrett
& Curtis, 1986) conclude that discipline is a contributing
factor to student achievement and school effectiveness. The
limited research data on prescription for model assertive
student discipline leads to the conclusion that the need
exists for additional research to be conducted.
This study is conducted to provide additional




This study also examined the following questions to
ascertain information on discipline referrals when selected
individual teachers and the entire staff were trained in Lee
Canter's Discipline Model.
1. Is there a difference between the number of
discipline referrals where an entire staff and selected
individuals have been trained in the implementation of Lee
Canter's Assertive Discipline Model?
2. Is there a difference in the number of discipline
referrals between teachers using Lee Canter's Assertive
Discipline Model and those teachers using a non-assertive
discipline model?
3. Is there a significant difference in the number of
discipline referrals before and after where selected
teachers used Lee Canter's Assertive Discipline Model and
those using a non-assertive discipline model?
Chapter Summary
The purpose of this study was to investigate if there
is a difference in the number of discipline referrals in a
school where the total staff is trained and where selected
staff is trained in the implementation of the Lee Canter's
Assertive Discipline Model.
In addition, the study sought to determine if selected
demographic variables of the teachers (assertive discipline
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training and discipline referrals) were significantly
related to student behavior. The teachers' classroom
management was measured by the Lee Canter's Assertive
Discipline Model. Student discipline was measured by the
number of administrative referrals before and after training
on the Lee Canter's Assertive Discipline Model.
The limited research data on prescription for model
assertive student discipline lead to the conclusion that the
need exists for additional research to be conducted to
provide additional information on the effectiveness of Lee
Canter's Assertive Discipline Model.
CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Organization of the Review
In addition to the previous definition, assertive
discipline is defined as a competency-based program designed
after several years of research. The program calls for
higher profile but non-hostile interventions that
effectively communicate an educator's wants and needs for
better discipline (McDaniel, 1986; Glenn, 1990).
The most crucial part of implementation of assertive
discipline is the development of a plan that is a balance
between the teacher's wants and needs in the classroom. A
key to the success of assertive discipline is the
implementation of the program in a total unified school
approach to establishing good discipline, as opposed to
disjointed attempts to deal with student behavior (Short,
1988, p. 47; Palmer, 1992).
One factor influencing the possible failure of a
discipline program is the vast majority of educators are not
adequately trained (Canter, 1979; Kvols-Riedler, 1992).
Implementation of an assertive discipline plan involves many
steps. As indicated earlier, assertive discipline is a
competency-based program. It is essential that teachers get
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the proper background and training in each competency before
implementing the program. Canter (1987) emphasizes that
there are three competencies necessary for the successful
implementation of the program:
1. Competency - the educator must know at all times what
he or she wants the students to do.
2. Competency - these behaviors must be defined in
observable terms
3. Competency - the establishment of these behaviors help
place the educator in a position of control from the
onset and promotes an atmosphere in which the students
realize the teacher is taking charge (Canter, 1979).
The approach has neither been perceived as a lasting
solution to all discipline problems, nor has it guaranteed
that there would be teacher-student rapport. The approach
suggests that the assertive educator can maximize the
potential for the development of a teacher-child
relationship.
Assertive Discipline
Canter (1976) defined assertive discipline as an
outgrowth of our professional efforts in working directly
with children with behavioral problems and consulting with
classroom teachers on how to deal effectively with such
children.
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Canter contends that assertive discipline resulted
primarily from our exposure to the theoretical and practical
aspects of Assertive Training. Canter (1976) described
assertive training as a systematic approach designed to help
individuals learn more effectively to express their wants
and feelings, and a means for increasing their ability to
get their needs met in both personal and professional
relationships,
According to Canter (1976), assertive discipline is
based upon the reality of potential, positive influences
that educators can have on the behavior of their training.
Educators can learn to "take charge” of their classroom in a
firm, yet positive manner. In assertion training, the focus
in on three general response styles of individuals: Non-
Assertive, Assertive, and Hostile.
Non-Assertive: Response style, also known as passive or
"wishy-washy," is one by which
individuals do not clearly express their
wants or feelings, nor do they back up
their words with the necessary positive
action.
Assertive: Response style is one by which
individuals express their wants and
feelings, and back them up with positive
actions if necessary.
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Hostile: Response style is one by which
individuals express their personal wants
and feelings, but in a way that "put
down" others, or abuse their rights.
Canter (1979) further explains that Hunter, Coloroso
and himself, three of the most popular authorities in
classroom behavior and behavior management today, agree that
changes need to be made in the manner with which teachers
deal with students. All three have programs that are
designed to help teachers cope with and reach the students
of today.
Analysis and Synthesis of the Literature
Research results on assertive discipline are favorable.
Research indicates that the success of assertive discipline,
when applied as Canter suggests on a schoolwide basis, has
been documented as beneficial. Truesdell Junior High School
(grades 7, 8, and 9; student population 1,230) reduced
annual office referrals by 31.8%, from 3,646 to 1,492. A
survey of Truesdell's staff indicated that 91.4% felt that
assertive discipline had a positive effect in their
classrooms; 98.5% felt that the program had a positive
effect on the entire school; and 92.6% of the staff felt
that the program should be continued in the school (Allen,
1983; Darling-Hammond, Einbendu, & Frelow, 1993).
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In another survey of professional staff, 141 teachers
and administrators from three Indiana school systems,
positive results also were indicated in the attitudes of the
staff members. The number of staff who favored assertive
discipline as a disciplinary plan was 94.8%; 81.55% felt
that student behavior had improved as a result of using
assertive discipline; and 75.59% felt that their control of
student behavior was enhanced as a result of using the plan.
The long term effect of the program was questioned as only
43.27% of those surveyed felt that the effects of the
program had been lasting (Webb, 1983; Bracey, 1992).
Research indicates that assertive discipline has an
effect on the number of office referrals. This influences
the likelihood of off-task behavior in the classroom because
the proper use of assertive discipline reduces the amount of
time spent on classroom problems (Canter, 1976). Fereira
(1983; Easier, 1993) reported that during the 1979-1980
school year, in an elementary school with a population of
356 students, a total of 350 had been referred to the office
for disciplinary reasons. Assertive discipline was
implemented the next year and by the 1982-83 term there was
a reduction of 30% or 247 out of 365 in-office referrals.
Mendez (1986; Brandt, 1993) states that the average
administrator spends 16% of his or her time each day dealing
with instruction-related tasks. The remainder of the time
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is taken up by other duties, not the least of which is
discipline.
In the area of student teachers, Smith (1983) as well
as Barrett and Curtis (1986) and Lieberman (1995) found that
student teachers trained in assertive discipline were rated
higher by supervising teachers in classroom control than
those who had not been trained. They also received higher
marks in classroom management.
Ward (1983) and Dreikurs (1993) found that an assertive
discipline program conducted over a six-day period reduced
student disruptions from a mean of 17.09 per 100 students to
a mean of 10.44 per day. Since assertive discipline had
been shown to reduce disruptive behavior, it is logical to
assume it would also have a positive effect on increasing
student on-task behavior. McCormack (1981) conducted a
study of 536 classrooms with a total of 687 students and
concluded that in the 18 classrooms where assertive
discipline was used, students were off-task 8.11% of the
time as opposed to 12.5% in the other classrooms.
In two separate evaluative studies conducted by the
school system, one at the Compton Unified School District
(1984) in Compton, California, and the other at the Lennox
School District (1977) in Lennox, California, teachers were
asked to rate the effectiveness of the assertive discipline
program. The Compton study reported that 94% of the
teachers felt that the assertive discipline program was
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effective. It was reported by 90% that the classroom
atmosphere felt less tense, 83% reported more time for
instruction, and 73% reported parents and students had an
improved attitude toward school. In the Lennox study, 78%
of the respondents stated that student behavior had
dramatically or observably improved.
Summary of the Literature Review
Staff development, as defined by Doyle and Ponder
(1977) is a multidimensional process that encompasses all
aspects of training, from readiness activities, practice and
coaching, through follow-up and support activities. Though
some consider "program implementation" a separate factor,
Doyle and Ponder see it as a dimension of program quality.
Cost refers to teachers' estimates of the time and
effort new practices require compared to the benefits they
promise. More recent studies (Bennett, 1987; Joyce &
Showers, 1988) identify additional training components that
appear to affect teachers' use of an innovation;
presentation of theory, modeling or demonstration, practice
under simulated conditions, structured and open-ended
feedback, and coaching for application. Although other
researchers question the relative importance of some of
these factors (Cassidy, 1993), clearly all are directly
alterable by staff developers.
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In the area of program content, not all educational
innovations are created equal. Some have an extensive
research base; others have virtually none. Of those that do
some have a powerful impact on student outcomes, while
others' effects are relatively modest (Fullan, 1990).
When used today to describe an innovation, "research-
based" usually means that its creators referred to some body
of research literature when formulating their ideas.
Therefore, program planners should thoroughly investigate
the research evidence behind an innovation before investing
precious staff development resources in it. Failure to do
so may lead to erroneous conclusions about the program's
quality and impact (Guskey & Pigott, 1988; Hodgkinson,
1991).
Little (1982; Hullskamp, 1993) emphasizes the
significance of a norm of collegiality and experimentation.
Contexts that nurture support and trust, encourage shared
decision making and responsibility, and provide ongoing
assistance and opportunities for problem solving appear best
in sustaining successful improvement efforts. Although
known to be influential, contextual factors such as these
are generally ignored both in program evaluations and in
research on effective staff development practices (Fullan,
1990; Leithwood, 1990).
Many studies and research reviews indicate that variety
of processes and conditions are necessary for lasting.
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significant educational improvement; for example, a clear
vision and goals, a multi-year process, strong instructional
leadership, appropriate technical assistance, early success,
sustained interaction among stakeholders, and staff
development for everyone involved (Stringfield et al., 1991;
Wright, 1994).
Many teachers are integrating a variety of
instructional strategies, recognizing that no single
strategy works best at all times for all students (Guskey,
1990) . As a result of the diversity among schools,
especially in terms of school culture and other contextual
factors, the same is likely to be true of improvement
efforts.
If a multifaceted approach is necessary to produce
desired results and if staff development is needed to
initiate and support change, then a multifaceted approach to
program evaluation also is required for meaningful and
enduring improvement.
Many brilliant exceptions exist in which deliberate,
conscious leadership has made schools into "culture of
learning." Culture is a conscious pattern of values,
actions, and artifacts, subject to assessment and change.
In a learning culture, "collaborative creativity" is
fundamental, and success is measured by the "combined wisdom
of groups and the synergy, leadership, and service of the
organization as a whole," (Jaccaci, 1989; Goodlad, 1993).
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Staff development is support programs for new teachers,
training in teaching methodologies, and the study of
curriculum. These purposes will always need to be
fulfilled, but to bring about the changes all schools
require, staff development must be much more.
Staff development will be at the core of restructuring
plans. Teachers and support staff will assume new
responsibilities. Principals will need to learn
participatory management techniques and teachers will
require leadership training. Attention to readiness,
planning, training, implementation and follow-up (Wood,




The research employed in this study is described in
this chapter. It includes the following sections: Research
Design, Definition of the Variables, Relationship Among the
Variables, Null Hypotheses, Limitation of the Study, and
Summary of the Theoretical Framework.
Definition of the Variables
The independent variable in this study is the training
through staff development. The dependent variable is
discipline referrals. Variables and terms used in this
study are:
1. Staff Development: The sum of all activities
designed for the purpose of improving, expanding
and renewing the skills, knowledge, and abilities
of staff personnel.
2. Effective Implementation: The focusing on the
program as a continuous assessment to strengthen
the evaluation evidence as suggested to modify as
needed in order to enhance student behavior,
thereby strengthening academic achievement.
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3. Discipline Referral; Official administrative
forms used by staff to report inappropriate
behaviors of students in the school setting.
4. Assertive Discipline; A competency-based approach
to classroom and school discipline designed to
provide educators the skills and confidence
necessary to minimize discipline as a problem in
their classroom or school.
5. Assertive Training; A systemic approach designed
to help individuals learn more effectively to
express their wants and feelings as a means of
increasing their ability to get their needs met in
both personal and professional relationships.
6. Disciplinary Referral: A form used when a student
is sent to an administrator for disruptive
behavior at school.
7. Implementation; The act of putting classroom
discipline into action.
8. Non-Assertive: A vague, weak, ineffective
communication approach that some teachers use to
respond to students or parents (Canter, 1987).
Relationships Among the Variables
This study sought to determine the influence on student
discipline referrals before and after training on the Lee
Canter's Assertive Discipline Model.
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Null Hypothesis
The null hypothesis tested in this research was: There
is no significant difference between the number of
discipline referrals before and after a total school staff
has been trained and where selected teachers have been
trained in the Lee Canter's Assertive Discipline Model.
Hypotheses
Hoi: There is no difference between the number of
discipline referrals where an entire staff and
selected individuals have been trained in the
implementation of Lee Canter's Assertive
Discipline Model.
Ho2: There is no difference in the number of discipline
referrals between teachers using Lee Canter's
Assertive Discipline Model and those teachers
using a non-assertive discipline model.
Ho3: There is no significant difference in the number
of discipline referrals before and after where
selected teachers used Lee Canter's Assertive




1. Findings were restricted to staff and personnel in
two selected DeKalb County Schools used in this
study.
2. The findings were limited to the participants
enrolled in the training classes used in the
study.
3. The findings were limited to the independent and
dependent variables as defined in the study.
4. The study was conducted with the assumption that
the selected schools had accurate records of
implementation dealing with administrative
discipline referrals.
Summary of the Theoretical Framework
The purpose of this study was to determine if trained
staff on Lee Canter's Assertive Discipline Program made a
difference in the number of discipline referrals. This
study, based on Lee Canter's discipline program,
investigated the difference in teachers' classroom
management before and after training. An emphasis was
placed on the number of administrative referrals before and
after training to reflect student behavior. It was
contended that a direct linkage existed between student
behavior and teachers' classroom management. It was
conceptualized that the Lee Canter's Assertive Discipline
Model of the internal problem solving process, supported
through staff development, could positively affect student
discipline in such a way that students' behavior would be
altered. With the altering of student behavior over time,
greater effectiveness of learning would be increased to
raise student achievement.
This study should provide a source for direction in
continued implementation of assertive discipline training
through staff development. The null hypothesis and
limitations of the study were also stated.
CHAPTER 4
METHODS AND PROCEDURES
Chapter 4 is a discussion of the methods, materials and
procedures utilized in the study. The first section
includes a description of the population and sample of the
study. The instrument, along with an explanation of the
method used to collect and process the data, are discussed
in section two.
Research Design
This study uses a quasi-experimental design using
individual staff members and the entire staff trained in the
Lee Canter's Assertive Discipline Model. Specifically, it
investigated whether or not there is a difference in the
number of discipline referrals before and after staff
training in the implementation of the model.
Description of the Setting
The study was conducted at two DeKalb County Schools.
The subjects of the study include elementary and middle
school administrators and teachers. There were experienced




The population consisted of 70 certified and non-
certified personnel, in an elementary school and middle
school. Of the 70 respondents, 31 were from the elementary
school and 39 were from the middle school. Personnel
participation was on a volunteer basis, which resulted from
a questionnaire response.
Working with Human Subjects
The study was designed to ensure that all subjects
would be treated fairly. Participants were treated with
guaranteed anonymity and confidentiality.
Description of the Instrument
The survey instrument used for this study was the total
number of discipline referrals before and after training on
the Lee Canter's Assertive Discipline Model.
Statistical Application
This study sought to determine if there was a
difference in the number of discipline referrals in a school
where teachers were trained in using Lee Canter's Assertive
Discipline Model. The t-test was used to determine if a
significant difference existed at the .05 level of the
t-test using a two-tailed test. In addition, descriptive
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statistics and percentages were used to analyze data where
appropriate.
Summary of Methods and Procedures
In conclusion, the study sought to examine if there is
a difference in the number of discipline referrals before
and after in a school where the total staff was trained and
where selected staff were trained in the implementation of
the Lee Canter's Assertive Discipline Model.
CHAPTER 5
ANALYSIS OF DATA
This study investigated if there was a difference in
the number of discipline referrals in a school where the
total staff is trained and where selected staff is trained
in the implementation of Lee Canter's Assertive Discipline
Model.
The subjects of the study included 70 teachers who
volunteered to participate in this research study. The Lee
Canter's Assertive Discipline Model was taught through staff
development and administrative discipline referrals were
used to collect the data. The data were statistically
analyzed to test the assumption of the hypothetical
statements of the study. The findings in relationship to
the hypotheses are presented and discussed in this chapter.
Table 1 gives the demographic information of the




Demoaranhic Information on Faculty and .Staff Positions
Faculty/Staff Positions Elementary % Middle % N
Beginning Teacher 12 50.6 7 23.3
Experienced Teacher 7 23.7 20 51.3
Administrators 3 2.8 3 2.8
Aide/Paraprofessional 5 16.7 5 16.7
Service Person 4 6.2 4 6.2
Other 0 0
Total 31 100.0 39 100.0 70
Hypotheses
The hypothesis sought to determine if trained staff on
Lee Canter's Assertive Discipline Program made a difference
in the number of discipline referrals in a school.
As part of the analysis of data, the questionnaires
were collected and computed to show averages based on the
number of responses to each item (Table 2 and 3).
The t-test was used to show the t-value using the mean
(averages) for Table 1, 2, and 3. Data were created from
the raw scores of each item. Using the data, an independent
t-test for each item was computed. None of the t-vales were
significantly different using this method.
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Table 2
Results of T-Test; Selected Teachers and Entire School
Staff
Variables N Means df Sig. T-Value
Total Population 70 .94 68 .01 60
The interpretation of the t-test at the .05 level of
significance and 67 degree of freedom showed that the
calculated t-value, therefore, was 60 and the t-value from
the statistical table was 2.02. In order to reject the null
hypothesis at the .05 level of significance and 67 degree of
freedom, the calculated t-value must be equal to or greater
than the table t-value of 2.02. Therefore, the null
hypothesis was accepted.
Hoi: There is no difference between the number of
discipline referrals where an entire staff and
selected individuals have been trained in the




Selected Teachers and Entire Staff Trained on Lee Canter^s
Assertive Discipline Approach Program






Teachers 31 4.70 4.47 68 1.06
Entire Staff 39 4.71 5.54
The t“test for independent samples was used to compare
the two groups on the Lee Canter^s Assertive Discipline
Approach Program.
The results of the t-test comparing the selected
teachers to the entire staff's response show no significant
difference at the .05 alpha level.
Ho2: There is no difference in the number of discipline
referrals between teachers using Lee Canter's
Assertive Discipline Model and those teachers
using a non-assertive discipline model.
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Table 4
Discipline Referrals of Selected Teachers Using Lee Canter
Assertive Discipline and Those Using a Non-Assertive
Discipline Approach






Group 36 28.00 8.84 18.00 .604
Non-Assertive
Group 40 18.75 18.75 18.00 .604
The t-test for independent samples was used to compare
the means of the two groups. The results of the t-test show
no significant difference at the .05 level. This hypothesis
was accepted.
Ho3: There is no significant difference in the number
of discipline referrals before and after where
selected teachers used Lee Canter's Assertive




Discipline Referrals of Selected Teachers Before and After
Implementation of the Lee Canter's Assertive Discipline
Model






33 54.8 5.46 50
Selected Teachers 19 55.21 5.18 50 -0.18
The t-test for independent samples was used to compare
the means of the two groups. The results of the t-test
shows no significant difference at the .05 level. This
hypothesis was, therefore, accepted.
Summary
The purpose of this study was to investigate if there
was a difference in the number of discipline referrals in
a school where the total staff was trained and where
selected staff was trained in the implementation of Lee
Canter's Assertive Discipline Model. The data indicated
that there is no significant difference before and after
between those teacher trained on the Lee Canter's Assertive
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Discipline Approach and those teachers using non-assertive





This chapter summarizes teachers' perceptions of staff
development training and the implementation of Lee Canter's
Assertive Discipline Model, findings, implications of the
study, and makes recommendations regarding the need for
current and future research on the topic. This study
involved 70 staff and personnel members employed at an
elementary and middle school in DeKalb County.
Findings
The findings of this study were as follows:
1. There was no statistically significant difference
between the number of discipline referrals where
an entire staff and selected individuals have been
trained in the implementation of Lee Canter's
Assertive Discipline Model.
2. There was no statistically significant difference
in the number of discipline referrals between
teachers using Lee Canter's Assertive Discipline




3. There was no statistically significant difference
in the nuitiber of discipline referrals before and
after where selected teachers used Lee Canter's
Assertive Discipline Model and those using a non-
assertive discipline model.
Conclusion
The conclusion is presented with respect to each
hypothesis. There is no significant difference in the number
of discipline referrals between trained elementary and middle
school teachers using Lee Canter's Assertive Discipline Model
those using a non-assertive approach.
Implication
The findings also can be studied to determine the
strength and weaknesses of the study. The findings of this
study intentions are to greatly encourage researchers to
investigate approaches and methods of assertive discipline
used to increase or improve teachers' performance in the
classroom to enhance student achievement by decreasing
disruptive student discipline.
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Recommendations from the Implications
It is recommended that additional studies utilizing
larger samples in more diverse areas be conducted to
replicate this research. Teachers and principals from all
grade levels should be used to expand the scope of this
study, because classroom management is one of the most
difficult aspects of public school teaching.
Since the findings of this study were based solely on
the number of discipline referrals before and after
training, other studies should be conducted to determine to
what extent using non-assertive approaches are congruent
with those on the Lee Canter's Assertive Discipline Model.
It is recommended that educators familiarize themselves
with the current research on assertive discipline and
utilize the research in their endeavor to improve student
discipline. Research indicates the success of assertive
discipline, when applied on a schoolwide basis as Canter
suggests.
It is recommended that effective staff development
program training should include elements widely recognized
as leading to behavioral changes in the classroom setting.
Summary of Chapter 6
This study sought to investigate if there was a
difference in the number of discipline referrals in a school
where the entire staff is trained and selected staff was
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trained in the implementation of Lee Canter's Assertive
Discipline Model. The data for this study were collected
via a survey questionnaire. The 12-item instrument was
guided with the use of a Likert scaling which was given to
100 staff and personnel employed at an elementary and middle
school in DeKalb County.
The t-test with a two-tailed probability to measure the
data was employed to show if a significant difference exists
between the variables at the .05 level of significance.
Appendix A
G«orgia Department of Education
Teacher Education and Staff Development
Participant Evaluation of Staff Development Activity
Title ot Acnvtly Datws) of Acnvilv
Each participant in thia staff davalopmant activity should avahjata the quality of the activity by marking whether he/she
strongly agrees, agrees. Is undecided, disagrees or strongly disagrees with each of the statements below. Either the
Instructor or coordinator of the activity should summarize for the group and record the resulta In section ‘F* of the
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